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and conducting the carcinogenicity study being evaluated and it permitted both oral and written statements from the Formaldehyde Institute, a trade association of users and manufacturers. Although the Panel reported its find ings somewhat later than initially forecast by CPSC, the time required was a relatively brief 6-7 months. One unanticipated delay resulted from the necessity for a second review of the pathology slides from the major study being evaluated. The report stated that evaluatio of the findings on carcinogenic effect and other related data convinced the Panel members that formaldehyde is an animal carcinogen when inhaled* This finding has been supported by many other scientists, and the Panel's repo t has since been published in a peer-reviewed scientific journal. The Panel also concluded that none of the avai -able epidemiologic studies negated the inference that formaldehyde posed a cancer risk for humans. It did not attempt to estimate the risk of cancer for any exposed segment of the population.  It did include, however, a quantitative dose-response assessment.
The NTP Panel's formation and performance demonstrate that such ad hoc collaboration is manageable and can function well. Despite the quality of its report and it timely production, however, the NTP Panel's deliberation and report have not yielded any regulatory efficiencies. In early 1982, CPSC banned further use of urea-formaldehyde foam insulation, in part on the basis of the Panel's report, as well as the agency's own risk assessments of formaldehyde's acute and chronic effects*  In contrast, EPA has declined to initiate regulation of formaldehyde in response to the Panel's assessment. The Agency declined to act under Section 4(f) of the Toxic Substances Control Act, noting that the animal data avaL -able on carcinogenicity did not constitute a "reasonable basis to conclude that [formaldehyde] presents or will present a significant risk of serious or widespread harm to human beings from cancer. ..."  However, because th< Agency's posture is equivocal and not clearly documented, the degree to which it relied on the Panel's assessment in reaching the conclusion is unclear.
Neither of the other two agencies followed CPSC's lead. OSHA declined to issue an emergency standard for worker exposure to formaldehyde, concluding that it poses no imminent hazard; and it recently announced that it wa* unable to proceed to establish a permanent standard, because the evidence of animal carcinogenicity did not